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and there is farther evidence of his interest in Aristotle in Aldas'B
regretful allusion8 to the translations of Aristotelian commentators,
which Linacre had refused to surrender to the press. A vague
tradition connects the names of Grocin, Linacre, and Latimer
with a project for a joint translation of Aristotle into Latin; but,
except for a translation of the Meteorologica by Linacre,9 there is
no evidence to show that the work was ever seriously undertaken.
The Aristotelian philosophy was, however, dominant in England
at the time, and Grocin thought little of Plato 10 in comparison
with Aristotle. If Latimer was working in Padua with Linacre
when the Aldine Aristotle was in the press, he may well have had
a hand in the work; and the tradition of the joint translation
perhaps represents this fact or a project that took rise from it.
P. 8. ALLEN.
Elizabethan Gleanings.x
V. Supremacy and Uniformity.
IT may seem rash to suppose that about those two famous
statutes of the first year of Elizabeth anything remains to be said.
They have been approached by innumerable writers from almost
every conceivable point. Still I am not sore that ' diplomatic' has
yet said its say about them, or, to use a less lofty and therefore a
more becoming phrase, I am not sore that any one has had
the cariosity to examine those acts in the hope of learning some-
thing from the external aspect of the parchment and the work that
has been done thereon by pens and knives. But, .whatever else an
act of parliament may be, it is a piece of parchment. It is
preserved in the palace at Westminster. It can be inspected by the
public. It may tell tales, and such tales as an official editor of the
statutes of the realm is not authorised to repeat. Having seen
enough to persuade me that in this manner a few grains of in-
formation might be gleaned, I asked my friend Mr. H. C. Barker
to make a careful inspection of the acts in question, with an eye to
all marks of erasure, cancellation, and interlineation. The results
of his labours may, so I think, be of some interest to others besides
myself. But before I state them two or three prefatory words
should be said.
A bill, as we all know, had to pass through both houses of
parliament. Before the first house (that if, the house in which it
originated) had done with it, it was engrossed. From that time
forward there was a piece of parchment which was the bill. If
1
 Preface to Proclns's Sphere in the Attronomia Veteres.
• Erasmus, Ep. 466, x. 29; Ep. 1091, xxvi. 14. '• Ep. to Aldus.
1
 See ante, vol. IT. (1900.)
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518 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS July
then we find that the text which was written on that piece of
parchment shows signs of erasure, cancellation,, and interlineation,
we are entitled as a general rule to the inference that amendments
were made either in the second house or else at a late stage in the
transit of the measure through the first house.' In a given case
this inference may be wrong. It may happen that the engrossing
clerk, while he is at his work, makes a mistake and then" corrects it
with knife and pen. The two acts of which we are speaking Bhow
a considerable number of instances in which two or three letters of
a word seem to be written over an erasure, while the rest of the
word stands on parchment that to all appearance has not felt the
knife. We have, therefore, to exercise a little common sense in
endeavouring to distinguish between corrected slips of the pen and
amendments made in parliament after the text has been engrossed.*
For example, if we see that on many occasions the phrase ' the last
day of this session of parliament' is so written that the first part
of it stands over an erasure and the second part of it is interlined,
we shall hardly talk of clerical error, but we shall infer that an
amendment was moved and carried. In the following remarks no
notice will be taken of what clearly seem to be slips of the pen and
the correction of such slips. For instance, we will not record that
in the word ' metropolitan ' two or three of the middle letters seem
to stand upon an erasure. All that may be significant we will
mention.
What lies before me as I write is a copy of Dr. Prothero's
Statutes and Constitutional DocumenU, annotated by Mr. Barker.
As that book is deservedly in common use and very handy, I
will refer to its pages and lines, but will in every instance give
words enough to enable a reader to find in any other collection of
statutes the passage which is the subject of remark. Dr. Prothero
spells words in modern fashion, and in this we will follow him.
Words that are written over an erasure will be printed in italics.
Words that are interlined will be printed within square brackets.
An erasure over which nothing has been written will be indicated
by three asterisks. As to the length of such an erasure, a word
will be said in a footnote. The number of words in a line of the
manuscript is a varying number ; but when it is said that a line
is erased this will mean that some twenty words have disappeared.
It will be understood that when we Bpeak of erasure we speak of
the work done by a knife. If words are strack through by a pen,
we shall say that they are, not erased, but cancelled/
* Smith, Commonwealth, ed. 1635, p. 89. A bill may be committed and amended
before it is engrossed,' yea, and some time after.'
* Soon amendments were said to be • made at the table.' I take it that the actual
erasing and so forth w u done in the view of the assembled members.
* It will be remembered that on the roll the lections are not numbered and that
the numeration is not authoritative; also that the text in the official edition was
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1908 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS 619
I. The Act of Supremacy (1 Eliz. c. 1).
The roll consists of three skins, fastened end to end, and affixed
to the last are four nmn.11 < schedules' or ' followers.' These are
fastened to the left-hand side of the roll by a narrow strip of parch-
ment. The worda which express the royal assent are easily
legible. The top right-hand corner of the roll is soiled and creased,
and this makes the direction for delivery to the second house
difficult to read. A crease has run along the line of words which
express the assent of the second house and has defaced the inscrip-
tion. Perhaps, were there any lack of other evidence, we could
just discern that in thia instance the second house was the house
of lords. We should also see that the bill went to the second house
with two provisos annexed and received that house's assent with
four provisos annexed.
We may now proceed to the work of annotation.
Sec. i. (Prothero, p. 2, 11. 24-6): ' may from the last day [of this
session of parliament] by authority. . . .' Of this and similar indications
of a change affecting the commencement of the act we shall speak below.
Sec. ii. (p. 8,1L 1-5) : ' and one other act • • • s made in the twenty-
fifth [year of the said late king, concerning restraint of payment of
annates and firstfruits of archbishoprics and bishoprics to the see of
Borne and one other act in the said twenty-fifth] year. . . .' This may
be the correction of a clerk's blunder occasioned by the recurrence
of ' twenty-fifth year; ' or the draftsman may have forgotten that there
were two acts about annates which required mention.
Sec ii. (p. 8,11. 23-4) * ' all times after the last day of this [session of
parliament] shall be revived. . . .'
Sec. iv. (p. 4,11.14-20): ' all other laws and statutes and the branches
and clauses of any act or statute repealed and made void by the said act of
repeal made in the time of the said late King Philip and Queen Mary • • • »
and not in this present act especially mentioned and revived, shall stand,
remain, and be repealed and void in such like manner and form as they
were before the making of this act. . . .' Here we find an extensive
alteration made at an important point; but we can hardly guess the cause.
This section prevents the revival of certain Henrician statutes by the repeal
of Mary's repealing act. The erased words may have been of the
exceptive sort, and may have been struck out by the conservatives in the
house of lords. To speculate about this matter would, however, be
dangerous.
Sec. v. (p. 4, 1L 25-8): ' an tot against such persons as shall
unreverendly speak against the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ,
commonly* * • 7 called the sacrament of the altar, and for receiving thereof
under both kinds. . . .' It seems possible that there was some hesita-
taken, not from the original act, bat from the clean transcript enrolled in the
chancery.
• An erasure of the length of three or four letters.
• An erasure of just two lines, equal to the space between ' all' and ' Mary.'
' An erasure of one or two letters.
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620 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS July
tion between ' under' and ' in.' In the body of the Edwardian act that
was being revived we see ' under both kinds,' while the title of that act
on the chancery roll has ' in both kinds.' *
Sec. v. (p. 4,11. 80-1): ' from the last day [of this session of parlia-
ment] be revived, and from thenceforth . . . '
Sec. vi. (p. 5,1L 8-9): ' from the last day of this [session of parlia
ment] deemed . . . '
Sec. vii. (p. 6,1L 18-9): ' any time after the last day [of this session
of parliament] use . . . '
Sec. vii. (p. 6,1L 28-4): ' but from t/tenceforth the same shall . . .
Sec. ix. (p. 7, 11. 9-10): ' as well in all spiritual [or ecclesiastical]
things or causes as temporal . . .' This occurs in the oath of supremacy.
If the interpolated words are an amendment we have at first sight some
little difficulty in imagining the motives of those who desired it; but
perhaps they thought that ' or ecclesiastical' would so explain ' spiritual'
that any claim to jurisdiction inforo conscientiae would be excluded.
Sec. x. (p. 7,1. 24) : ' archbishop, bishop, or other ecclesiastical officer
or minister.' Possibly ' officer' took the place of' person.'9
Sec. xi. (p. 8,11. 24-6): ' shall presently be judged disabled in the law
to receive, take, or have the same promotion spiritual or ecclesiastical, the
same • ••«<> temporal office, ministry, or service. . .' An amendment
narrowing the scope of a disabling clause seems a possible cause of these
alterations.
Sec. xiii. (p. 9,11.22-8): ' the said refusal, and shall and may use and
exercise the said office in such manner and form u . . . .'
Sec. xiv. (p. 9, 1. 27): ' and for the more [sure] observation of this
act. . .'
Sec. xiv. (p. 10, L 8) : 'of your highness, or * • * " shall advisedly.. .'
Sec. xiv. (p. 10,1L 80-81): ' or do the said offences or any of them
[in manner and form aforesaid] and be thereof duly convicted. . .'
Sec xiv. (p. 11,11. 1-2): ' or any of them [in manner and form afore-
said] and be thereof duly convicted. . .' This and the last amendment
seem to come from those who would have the definitions of the offences
strictly construed.
Sec. xv. In this section the phrase ' one half-year next' occurs twice.
On the second, but not on the first, occurrence the ' half' is interlined.
The context seems to show that this is only the correction of a blunder.
Sec xv. At the jend of this section occur seven lines of writing that
are cancelled by a pen. Of them we shall speak below.
Sec xviii. (p. 12, 11. 6-6): ' for any offence that is revived [or made
premunire or] treason by this act . . .'
Sec. xviii. At the end of this section occur six and a half lines of
Triting which are cancelled by a pen. Of them we shall speak below.
Here the roll ends. We pass to the schedules.
The first schedule is marked with a direction for delivery to the
' Statute* of the Btalm, ir. 1-8. > See § ix.
'• An ensure of the length of' the same.'
11
 The parchment seems to have been scraped, but it is not clear that any writing
was erased.
" An erasure of 14 to 16 letters.
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1903 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS 521
lords. It therefore originates in the commons. It contains the proviso
whioh is printed as sec. xix. It ia a curious proviso, coming apparently
from the reforming side, to the effect that nothing done by this present
parliament shall hereafter be judged heresy or schism. Not a very useful
proviso, one would think, if ever the conservative party returned to
power.
The second schedule contains three provisos which are printed as
sections xx., xxi, xxii. These originated in the house of lords, for on the
schedule stand the order for delivery to the commons, and a note that
the commons have assented.
Sec. xx. This section says that the persons, whom for the sake of
brevity we may call the high commissioners, ' shall not in any wise have
authority or power to order, determine, or adjudge any matter or cause to
be heresy, but only such as heretofore have been determined, ordered, or
adjudged to be heresy [by the authority of the canonical Scripturea or by
the first four general councils or any of them, or by any other general
council wherein the same was declared heresy by the express and plain
words of the said canonical Scriptures],18 or such as hereafter shall be
ordered, judged, or determined to be heresy by the high court of parliament
of this realm with the assent of the clergy in their convocation; anything
in this act contained to the contrary notwithstanding.'
The two portions of this section seem to proceed from different parties,
and, whether we have here a clause added by the lords and amended by
the commons, or a clause proposed in the upper house (perhaps by the
committees) and altered in that house, we have reason to infer the occur-
rence of an interesting episode. It strikes the conservatives in the upper
house that, unless something be said to the contrary, these royal com-
missioners may soon be adjudging heretical many of the old beliefs—for
example, a belief in transnbstantiation. So a limit must be set, and it
takes a very conservative form : only what has been adjudged heresy in
the past is to be adjudged heresy in the future, unless convocation, which
has lately shown its conservatism, consents to a change. But this adop-
tion of the old standard, though only in a one-sided fashion, would hardly
suit the reforming party. A clause is inserted which expresses a certain
theory about ecclesiastical history, and even if we cannot call that theory
definitely protestant it is opposed to traditional teaching. It draws a line
among the general councils of the church. The result makes for tolera-
tion. To put the matter briefly and roughly, none of the old beliefs, nor
any of those new beliefs that are held by decent people, are to be heretical;
but we may think it lucky for the reformers that this section was not
administered by the conservatives, for have not councils which called
themselves general seen a good deal that protestants cannot see ' in the
express and plain words of the said canonical Scriptures ? ' At any
rate, however, we have warrant for saying that the lords materially
modified the bill in a conservative and also a tolerant sense.
Sec. xxi. This proviso is substituted for a clause which stood at the
end of sec. xv. and which has been cancelled. They both aim at the re-
quirement of two witnesses if any one is to be convicted for an offence
against the act, but the cancelled words were singularly clumsy. The
" Interlined in very small letters.
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522 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS July
house of lords seems to have desire to make perfectly clear a role favour-
able to accused conservatives.
Sec. xxii. This proviso is substituted for a clause which stood at the
end of sec. rviii. In this instance it may be well to print the text in finch
wise that the aotion of the lords in protecting the accused may be plainly
seen.
Original Version.
Provided always and be it en-
acted by the authority aforesaid
that if any person or persons shall
hereafter happen to give any relief,
aid, or comfort, or in any wise to '
be aiding, helping, or comforting3
the person or persons of any that
shall hereafter 'offend8 in any
matter or case of premunire4 re-
vived or made by this act "not
knowing of such offence to be com-
mitted or done by the same person
or persons at the time of such
relief, aid, or comfort, that every
such relief, aid, or comfort shall not
in any wise be judged or taken to
be any offence,5 any thing in this
act5 to the contrary notwithstand-
ing.
Amended Version.
1
 Omit to.
1
 Insert to.
*~' Substitute happen to be any
offender.
4
 Insert or treason.
•"•* Substitute that then such
relief, aid, or comfort given shall
not be judged or taken to be any
offence, unless there be two sufficient
witnesses at the least that can and
will openly testify and declare that
the person or persons that so gave
such relief, aid, or comfort had
notice and knowledge of snch offence
committed and done by the said
offender at the time of suoh relief,
aid, or comfort so to him given or
ministered.
6
 Insert contained or any other
matter or cause.
Sec. xxiii. This curious section touching the pending cause of
Richard Chetwood, Esq., stands on the third schedule. It evidently
proceeds from the commons. A direction for delivery to the lords and a
notice of the lords' assent are endorsed upon i t
Sec. xxiv. is on the fourth schedule, and this also represents the work
of the lower house. It is concerned with the case of Bobert Harecourt.
I t will be noticed that in sec. i., which repeals an act of Philip
and Mary, and in sec. ii., which revives certain acts of Henry VIII,
and in sec. v., which revives an act of Edward VI, and in Bee. vi.,
which repeals an act of Philip and Mary, and in sec. vii., which
declares that no foreign prince, Ac, shall exercise jurisdiction, &c.,
the phrase ' the last day of this session of parliament' has been sub-
stituted for some other and much shorter phrase. Apparently that
phrase was ' henceforth ' or something equivalent thereto. In sec.
v. and again in sec. vii. we may see a ' henceforth' changed into
' thenceforth.' Also in sec. iii., which revives certain earlier acts,
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1903 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS 528
the word ' henceforth' still stands: the revival is to take place
immediately. Perhaps we may ascribe to mere carelessness the
fact that the change made in sec. i., ii., v., vi., and vii. was not
made in sec. iii. The cause of the alteration we may probably
find in the rule that ' all acts of parliament relate to the first day
of parliament, if it be not otherwise provided by the act.' u It
may occur to us that a certain retrospectivity had been desired by
those who drew the bill. But I do not think that such a wish can
be laid to their charge. When the bill was first engrossed it
already contained sec. xvii., which explicitly says that the act
is not to extend to any offence against any of the revived acts if
that offence is committed ' before the end of thirty days next after
the end of the session of the present parliament.' Moreover Bee.
xiv., which creates the offence of advisedly maintaining the
authority of a foreign prelate, was careful to allow a similar im-
munity until ' after the end of thirty days next after the determina-
tion of this session of this present parliament.' I think therefore
that we may fairly absolve the framers of the measure of any intent
to punish men for doing what was no offence at the time when it was
done. The change, however, that was made in five sections may
in the eyes of the conservatives have been worth making. Awk-
ward consequences might flow from retrospective revivals and re-
peals, even though those consequences did not extend to the
infliction of punishment on men who had broken no existing
law.
At this point I may be allowed to say that I am by no means
so willing as some commentators are to apply to the historical
interpretation of an act of 1559 the well-known rule about the
• relation' of statutes to the first day of the Bession. We know
that rule well, because it stands in the Fourth Institute; but in
1559 Edward Coke was yet a little boy. I have never minutely
explored the history of the rule, but I fancy that at the beginning
of Elizabeth's reign the amount of written authority at its back
consisted of a single dictum of a certain clerk of parliament which
is found in the Year Book of 1455." From the nature of the case it
was a rule that could only come into play on extremely rare occa-
sions, and I much doubt whether we ought to construct lofty edi-
fices on the assumption that this canon of interpretation was gene-
rally known to laymen or even to lawyers before it found a place in
the works of our great dogmatist. And so (to revert to our start-
ing point) the substitution of a reference to the end of the session
" Coke, Fourth instituU, p. 26.
'• Y. B. 38 Hen. VL I 17 (Pasch. pi. 8). The rule, however, passed into Broke's
Abridgement, ' Ezposicioa de certein parolx,' pi. 88. Broke died in 1668 ; the Abridge-
ment was published in 1668. In the medieval period the Statute Boll shows no date
except that of the first day of the parliament, so interpreters would hardly hare any
choice.
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524 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS July
for some such word as ' henceforth ' may be regarded rather as the
removal of an ambiguity than as anything of greater significance.
We may now consider how the information that we have
obtained by the contemplation of this parchment accords with
what we may learn from other sources.
Apparently the long session of 1559 naw three attempts to deal
with the question of ecclesiastical supremacy. BUI No. 1 was
introduced into the lower house, read a first time on 9 Feb.,
read a second time on the 13th, debated on the 14th, committed on
the 15th, and then to all appearance withdrawn or abandoned. Bill
No. 2 16 was read a first time on the 21st, read a second time and
ordered to be engrossed on the 22nd, read a third time on the 25th,
with two provisos relating respectively to Bichard Chetwood and
Bobert Harecourt. It was sent up to the lords on the 27th, read
a first time on the 28th, and read a second time (after a fortnight's
interval) on 18 March, and then committed to the duke of Norfolk,
the bishops of Exeter and Carlisle, and Lords Winchester, West-
moreland, Shrewsbury, Butland, Sussex, Pembroke, Montagu,
Clinton, Morley, Rich, Willoughby, and North. It was read a third
time, with certain provisos added by the lords and sundry other
amendments on 18 March. On that day it was carried to the
commons, who read it (or the new matter in it) a first time on the
20th, a second time on the 21st, and a third time on the 22nd.
Then it, with a new proviso annexed by the commons, was read
thrice in the upper house on the 22nd. To that bill the royal
assent was not given. The Easter recess and the Colloquy of
Westminster here intervene.
Bill No. 8 was read a first time in the commons on 10 April.
It was read a second time and ordered to be engrossed on the 12th,
and it was read a third time on the 18th. Therefore I take it that
the now existing engrossment was made between the session of the
12th and the Bession of the 18th. Then it was delivered to the
lords on the 14th, and a note upon it tells that two schedules
went with it. These will be the third and fourth concerning Chet-
wood and Harecourt, and they are represented in modern editions
by sees, xxiii., xxiv.ir The bill was read a first time in the
lords on the 15th.18 On the 17th it was read a second time and
committed to the bishops of Ely and Carlisle, the duke of Norfolk,
Lords Arundel, Shrewsbury, Worcester, Butland, Sussex, Bedford,
Montagu, Clinton, Howard of Effingham, Bich, Hastings, and St.
John. On the 25th" a proviso to be annexed to the bill was read
" Expressly marked as nova in the Common)' Journal.
" We have seen th»t similar or perhaps the rery same schedules were annexed to
Bill No. 2.
" The existing journal records no sitting between the 13th and the 17th.
" Here we become dependent on Dewes and the material that he hod before him.
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1903 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS 525
thrice and ordered to be engrossed. This I take to be the second
schedule, containing sees, xx., xxi., xxii. Then the bill was read
a third time and returned to the commons on the 26th. On the
27th it was returned with a new proviso to Jhe lords, who seem to
have read that proviso thrice on the 29th. This proviso I take to
be the first schedule, or in other words sec. xix.
On the whole, then, as fairly certain conclusions, we may hold
(1) that the commons send up a measure consisting of sees, i.-
xviii., xxii., and xxiv.; (2) that the lords add sec. xx. (restriction of
the scope of heresy), sec. xxi. (requirement of two witnesses), and
sec. xxii. (aiding and comforting offenders), and at the same time
cancel certain parts of sees. xv. and xviii., which the, new clauses
have made unnecessary; and (8) that the commons at the last
moment add sec. xix., declaring that no act of this present parlia-
ment shall be adjudged to be ' any error, heresy, schism, or
Bchismatical opinion.'
Other inferences must be much less certain. In particular
we cannot tell how those interesting words about the first four
councils forced their way into a section which as originally drawn
seems to have been meant merely to protect the adherents of the
old learning. Unfortunately erasure was permitted where we
would rather have seen cancellation. However, in a given context
a free use of the knife may not be insignificant.
Without making this paper too long I may be suffered to refer
to the interesting question why that supremacy bill—' No. 2,' as I
call it—which had with great difficulty been forced through all its
stages before Easter, was abandoned, so that a new bill had to bo
introduced. It seems to me that Fronde, having access to Feria's
letters, really solved a problem whicl} had perplexed his prede
cessors ; but, having a soul above parliamentary detail, he hardly
made his solution sufficiently plain. There can, I think, be little
doubt that Bill No. 2 declared that Elizabeth was supreme head of
the church of England, though perhaps in its ultimate form, when
the lords had amended it, she was given an embarrassing option of
saying whether she was supreme head or not. And further there
can, I think, be little doubt that at the last moment, and when
the bill, having passed both houses, was no longer amendable, she
decided (or for the first time published her decision) that she would
not assume the irritating title.
Thus we obtain an explanation of a speech delivered by Arch-
bishop Heath which, as many observers have seen, was a foolish,
irrelevant speech if the bill that he was opposing did not profess to
bestow or to acknowledge a supreme headship.*0 Then we have
B
 Diion, History of lha Church of England, v. 67, note : ' A great part of Heath's
speech is fired against" supreme head," bat" supreme head " was not in the bill. Hence
nearly half of Heath's speech was thrown away.' If Canon Dixon had attended to
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526 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS July
Feria's despatches. On 19 Marchsl he relates how he has recently
(since the 6th) had an interview with Sir Thomas Parry, who came,
with Elizabeth's knowledge, to speak with him in private, and at
the outset gave a promise that she would not take the title' head of
the church.' The ambassador further says that since then
Elizabeth had by her own mouth made bim the same promise.
On the 15th, so Feria adds, ' these heretics ' had moderated their
original proposal and were providing that the queen might take
the title if she pleased. (On the 18th, we may observe, the bill
was before the lords and had been sent to a committee on which
conservatives and waverers were well represented.) Then on the
24th n Feria tells how he had by letter begged Elizabeth not to
confirm what parliament bad been doing until she bad seen him
after the Easter recess. He then states that Elizabeth sent for
him, that he saw her at nine o'clock in the morning of the 24th
(Good Friday), that she had resolved to go to parliament that day
at one o'clock after dinner for the purpose of giving her assent to
what had been done, but that she had postponed her going until
Monday, 8 April, and that the heretics were downcast. On
11 April" Feria takes credit to himself for this change in the
queen's intentions: on Good Friday she was resolved to confirm
what parliament had done, but almost miraculously the blow bad
been averted. He proceeds to say that the queen has declared in
parliament (this might be by a minister) that she does not wish to
be called head of the church, also that on the 10th (the day on
which Bill No. 8 makes its first appearance in the journals) Cecil
went to the lower house and explained that, though the queen was
grateful for the offered title, she, out of humility, would not assume
it, but desired that some other form of words concerning supremacy
or primacy might be devised. Thereupon, so the Spaniard aaBerts,
Cecil was told that what he was doing was contrary to the word of
God, and that honourable members were surprised at his coming
every day to the house with some new scheme. Then on the 15th
Feria can inform his master that cabeza is changed into gober-
nadora.
This tale seemB consistent with itself and with what we read in
the journals of the two houses. Moreover it seems to let in light
upon a very puzzling episode. Bill No. 2 passed its last stage on
22 March (Wednesday in Holy Week), and, if it ever became law,
Fronde he would not have said so confidently that' supreme head' was not in the MIL
Dr. Gee (The ElitaUthan Proper Book, p. 100) has come to another conclusion.
Froude's only miiftntii, BO It seems to me, is that he speaks as if after Easter ' a
variation of phrase was all that was necessary,' and as if the bill was at once ' conclu-
sively passed.' Beally a new bill was necessary, was opposed in the house of lords,
amended and reamended, before it became law.
*> Kervyn de Lettenhove, Bdationt Politiguta, i. 475.
» Ibid. p. 481. •» Ibid. p. 493.
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it would revive the Edwardian act touching the reception of the
communion in both kinds. Now by a proclamation dated the
22nd " the queen says that in ' the present last session' of parliament
she, with the assent of lords and commons, ' made' a statute
reviving this act of her brother's reign, which statute, however,
cannot be printed and published abroad in time for the Easter
festival, being of great length; and that therefore the queen, by the
advice of sundry of her nobility and commons ' lately' assembled
in parliament, declares to all her subjects that the Edwardian act
is revived and in force. With some confidence we may infer
that the man who drafted this proclamation believed that before it
was issued the supremacy bill would have received the royal assent,
and seemingly he also believed that parliament would have been
dissolved or prorogued; and then Feria explains to us that almost
by a miracle the queen determined at the very Ia6t moment to-
withhold her approbation.85
And then Elizabeth reaped her reward. She rarely acted
without consideration; and by ' consideration ' we mean what th&
lawyers mean. On 24 April Philip tells Feria that, as she has re-
fused the supreme headship when it was offered to her, he has
told the pope that there are hopes of her amendment and haa
endeavoured to prevent the issue of any decree concerning her
bastardy.*6 What King Philip and the count of Feria were toa
orthodox and too haughty to know was that the amendment in
Elizabeth's conduct, which they ascribed to the fear of Spain and
of Kome, was ascribed by despicable heretics to the persuasive
M
 Gee, Elizabethan Prayer Book, p. 356, from Dyson's Proclamations.
n
 Sinoe the above sentences were in type I have seen the article in the Dublin
Review (January 1903) in which Father J. H. Pollen has forestalled what I bad to
say of Bill No. 2 and the proclamation of 32 March. It was with great pleasure
that I read what he had written. I thought of suppressing this part of my
note, but will leave it standing, as he and I hare approached the matter from
different points. His surmise that the proclamation, of which we have an ap-
parently unique copy, may never have been issued seems by no means improbable.
He also remarks that Supremacy Bill No. 3 seems to have contained olanses con-
cerning publio worship, so that had the royal assent been given to it no Act of
Uniformity would have been necessary and parliament might have been dissolved
before Easter. When Mr. Alfred Harrison was courteously showing to me the original
of the lords' journal, he pointed out to me that already the olerk who wrote it had
been confused by the plurality of Supremacy Bills. At the end of the session there Is
a list of the aets that have been passed. The twenty-fourth item in it is ' An Act for
restoring the Supremacy of the Imperial Crown of this Bealm and repealing divers Acts
of Parliament made to the oontrary.' The thirty-second item is (or was, for it has
been cancelled) • An Act restoring to the Crown the ancient Jurisdiction over the State
Ecclesiastical and Spiritual and abolishing all Foreign Power repugnant to the same.'
Then one of these two items having to be cancelled, the clerk struck his pen through
the wrong one—namely, that which accurately gives the title of our Act of Uniformity.
In the printed journal (vol. i. p. 679) the cancelled passage U simply omitted.
Editors should know that cancelled passages sometimes tell Interesting tales.
** Kervyn de Lettenhove, Rtlatuma Politiquet, i. 608.
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words of the godly Mr. Lever. She was an economical woman and
thought one stone enough for two birds."
But Romanists and Calvinists were not the only people to
be considered. What of the Cffisaro-papaliflts : of the people who
were for holding that the Marian statutes were void, because
Mary had abandoned her divine office :S8 the people who
talked about the word of God when Cecil came after Easter and
explained that there must be a new bill ? Perhaps these men saw
in the new bill something that was sufficiently satisfactory. At
any rate we ought to notice a fact too little noticed in recent
books, namely, that Elizabeth's parliament certainly did not
make it clear that the king of England is not supreme head of
the church of England. It expressly revived what must have
seemed both to catholics and Calvinists, if they looked into the
matter, the most offensive of all King Henry's statutes, that con-
cerning the doctors of the civil law (87 Hen. VJLLL, c. 17). That act
states that Henry's ' most royal majesty is and hath always been,
by the word of God, supreme head in earth of the church of
England, and hath full power and authority to correct, punish, and
repress all manner of heresies . . . and to exercise all other
manner of jurisdiction commonly called ecclesiastical jurisdiction.'
It also states that his majesty ' is the only and undoubted supreme
head of the church of England, and also of Ireland, to whom by
Holy Scripture all authority and power is wholly given to hear and
determine all manner of causes ecclesiastical.' These words were
revived in 1559, and, as I understand, remained on our statute book
until 1868, when they were repealed by one of the Statute Law
Revision Acts, which said, however, that the repeal was not to
affect ' any principle or rule of law.'M This declaration, which we
well might call the Unam sanctam of the royal supremacy, since
it bases that supremacy upon the very Word of God, was statute
law in the reign of Elizabeth, and, unless repealed by implication,
was statute law in the reign of Victoria. But we must return to
our parchments.
II. The Act of Uniformity (1 Eliz. c. 2).
The roll, which consists of two skins without any schedules,
shows an order for delivery to the lords, the assent of the lords,
and the assent of the queen.
17
 Sandys to Parker, 80 April 1S59, Parker's Correspondence, p. 66: ' The bill of
supreme government, of both the temporality and olergy, passeth with a proviso that
nothing shall be judged heresy which is not condemned by the canonical Scriptures and
four general councils. Mr. Lever wisely put such a scruple in the queen's head that
she would not take the title of supreme head.' Sandys would hardly be telling Parker
this at the end of April if all along it had been clear that Elizabeth was only to be
supreme governor.
» See Engl. Hist. Rev. xv. 121-8. «• Stai 26-27 Viet. c. 125.
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Sec. i. (p. 14, 1. 9): ' the feast of the Nativity [of St. John Baptist]
next ooming . . . "
Sec. i. (p. 14,11. 18-4): ' the said feast of the Nativity [of St. John
Baptist] in full force. . . . " This at first sight would seem to point to a
change in, and probably to a postponement of, the date fixed for the com-
mencement of the act. But ' the feast of the Nativity of St. John Baptist'
occurs twice in sec. ii., twice in sec. iii., once in sec. iv., and twice in
sec. vii., and in none of these instances are there signs of interpolation.
It does not seem likely that the different sections were to take effect at
different times. The alteration in the text of the first two sections may
be traceable to some general change of date* which was made in the bill
while it was in the lower house, and to a change that was insufficiently
obvious on the paper document that lay before the engrossing clerk.
Sec. ii. (p. 14,11. 28-82): ' with one alteration or addition of certain
lessons to be used on every Sunday in the year [and the form of the
litany altered and corrected,] and two sentences only added in the delivery
of the sacrament to the communicants, and none other or otherwise
. . . ' This is an interesting interpolation. It looks like a lords'
amendment. We may well imagine that there were some temporal
peers who, though willing to vote for the Prayer Book as a whole, yet
scrupled to use hard words of the bishop of Borne. However, there
seems to be a little evidence that the offensive phrase had already dis-
appeared out of ' the Letanye used in the Quenes Maiesties Chappel,
according to the tenor of the Proclamation.' *° Also those who are versed
in re dipiomatica will notice the recurrent' and ' as a possible source of
mischief. On the other side we may note that if there is not a change of
hand there certainly seems to be a change of ink.
Sec. ii. (p. 14,11. 88-4): ' and that if any manner of parson, vicar or
other whatsoever . •. . '
Sec. ii. (p. 15, 11. 2-10) : ' or shall wilfully or obstinately (standing in
the same) use • * * " any other rite, ceremony, order, form or manner of
celebrating of the Lord's Supper openly or privily, or Mating, Evensong,
administration of the sacraments, or other open prayers than is mentioned
and set forth in the said book (31open prayer in and throughout this act is
meant that prayer which is for other [to come unto or hear] either in
common churches or private chapels or oratories, commonly called the
service of the church), or shall preach, declare . . . ' Here the change
is extensive, but possibly represents what we should call a draftsman's
amendment. Even as it is we find an ' interpretation clause ' let into the
middle of the enactment, and perhaps the original text was yet olomsier.
Sec. ii. (p. 15,11. 27-80): ' it shall be lawful to all patrons or donors
of all and singular the same spiritual promotions or of any of them to
present or collate to the same as though the persons so offending were
dead; and that if . . . '
Sec. ii. (p. 15,11. 83-5): ' the person so offending and convicted the
third time [shall be deprived ipso facto of all his spiritual promotions, and
«• Clay, Liturgies ut forth in th* Reign of Quern Eliiabeth (Parker Hoc.),
pp. x-xii, 12.
11
 Erasure of three letters.
n
 Dr. Prothero, for the oonrenience of modern readers, inserts ' [by].'
VOIi. XVm.—NO. LXXI. M M
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580 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS July
also] shall suffer imprisonment daring his life . . . ' The repetition of
' shall' may have caused a careless omission. If this be not so a penalty
is increased. It is not, perhaps, uncharitable to suppose that some
wavering noblemen may have been reconciled to the bill by thoughts of
patronage. Nothing, it will be remembered, is being said that will deprive
of his rights a patron who adheres to the old creed. That is a remark-
able feature in the settlement; there is no test for patrons.
Sec. xiii. (p. 20,11. 12-5): 'such ornaments of the church and of the
ministers thereof shall be retained and be in use as was " in this w church
of England . . .' Unless some one thought fit deliberately to substitute
' as was' for the ' as were ' which we nowadays expect, we seem to have
here only the"correction of some slip of the pen. In the many commen-
taries that have been written on this famous clause has it ever been
noticed that the term ' the metropolitan of this realm ' is very curious ?
There never was any such person. If Archbishop Heath had been a
kindly critic of the bill would he not have protested against a phrase
which in the eyes of the uninstructed might seem to give an undue pre-
eminence to Canterbury ? In the face of this trace of hasty draftsmanship
we can hardly make the common assumption that the words ' by the
authority of parliament in the second year of the reign of King Edward
V I ' must have had some one precise meaning for all the then members
of parliament. Few indeed are the critics of documents who have made
allowance enough for mere carelessness and fbrgetfulness.
If there is anything significant; in the somewhat nnusnal form
of the enacting clause in this act—' he it enacted by the queen's
highness with the assent of the lords and commons in this
present parliament'—we can say with some certainty that this
form had been chosen before the bill had left the house of commons,
for the parchment shows no alteration at this point. It is possible
that the bishops' dissent was discounted by the framers of the
original bill; but it is not impossible that the omission of
' spiritual and temporal' was an accident." The Act of Supremacy
has the usual words, and on the face of that act ' the lords
spiritual and temporal' are party to the abolition of the papal
jurisdiction and the repeal of the Marian statutes. Also the
general heading of the chancery roll for the session proclaims the
assent omnium dominorum tam spirituatium quam temporalium to,
among other acts, this Act of Uniformity.1*
What we see upon the parchment agrees with what we read
elsewhere. The bill was introduced in the lower house, had its
three readings on the 18th, 19th, and 20th of April, and when read
the second time was ordered to be engrossed. It was brought in
before the lords on the 25th, and had its three readings on the
26th, 27th, and 28th. Apparently it was not again sent to the
** The writing just fills the erasure.
" So the act. The official edition gives ' the.'
a
 Bee, Pike, Const. Hitt. of the Houu of Lords, p. yiii.
" Statutes of the Rtalm, iv. 9.
 at Indiana U
niversity Library on July 11, 2015
http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/
D
ow
nloaded from
 
1903 ELIZABETHAN GLEANINGS 531
commons; - bat from this fact we are not, I believe, entitled to
infer that the lords made no amendments. The theory of the
time seems to have required a return of the bill to the first house
if the second house amended it in such a way that it would do
more than the first house originally intended, but no return was
necessary if the amendment made by the second house was of such
a kind that it reduced the amount of work that the bill would do—
for example, if the second house struck out one of a series of clauses
which aimed at the creation of new offences. This is a matter
about which further information is desirable. Some day we ought
to have of these and some others of our acts of parliament a
' diplomatic ' edition such as Frenchmen or Germans would have
made long ago.
It is well known that the Journal of the House of Lords becomes
suddenly silent at the most exciting moment of this momentous
session. It leaps from Saturday, 22 April, to Monday, 1 May: in
other words, it leaps over the days on which the Supremacy Bill
(No. 8) and the Uniformity Bill were receiving the assent of the
house of lords. Is this due to accident or is it due to fraud ? This
question springs to our lips, for we have every reason to believe that
the journal ought to have recorded the fact that not one lord spiritual
voted for these bills and that every prelate who was present voted,
against them. This fact might indeed be notorious; but notoriety
is not evidence, and in the then state of constitutional doctrine the
queen's ministers may have wished to deprive their adversaries of
the means of ' averring by matter of record ' that the first estate of
the realm was no party to the religious settlement. With some
slight hope that the handwriting might be more eloquent than
print I obtained permission to Bee the original journal. It made
no disclosure. In the first place, the work is so neat and regular
that it looks, not like a journal kept day by day, but like a fair text
made at the end of the session from notes that had been taken as
the session proceeded. In the second place, the practice was to
devote one page—or rather one side of a page—to everyday,
whether there was much or little to record. The session of Saturday,
22 April, is described on the back of a page and ends with an
adjournment to the next Tuesday; the session of Monday, 1 May,
is described on the front of the next page. Even if the book were
unbound it would, I fear, reveal no more; for, as we apparently have
to deal with a clean text made at the end of the session, any infer-
ence that we might be disposed to draw from the distribation of
quires and sheets would be highly precarious, and ' This may or
may not have been an accident' would have to be our last word.
There is, I may add, another omission which has not attracted so
much attention. There is no record of the house having sat on
14 and 15 ApriL That it did sit on these days we know. The
M If 2
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third Supremacy Bill was brought to it on the 14th, and read a first
time on the 15th. Whether or not this increases the probability
that the more serious omission was the result of mere carelessness
is not very plain. We are dealing with a problem in which one of
the quantities—the coefficient of negligence, we might call it—is
very much unknown. P. W. MAITLAND.
French Pensions to British Catholic Converts.
BY way of supplement to the list of British inmates, converts to
Catholicism, of the Nouvelles Catholiques convent, given in this
Review in April 1898, I subjoin the British names in the list of
pensions to converts payable by the General Assembly of the Clergy
in 1786.1 These pensions to adults were irrespective of the grants
made to numerous conventual institutions admitting converts, who
were mostly minors. J. G. ALGBB.
Demoiselles Dalrymple (2), 400 f.
Elizabeth Hamilton, 860 f.
Widow of Patrick John Baptist de
Blake, with reversion to 8 daugh-
ters, 250 f.
Elizabeth Blith (51c), 600 f.
Elizabeth Lisle, 200 f.
James Mather Flint [whose daugh-
ter married Bivarol], 200 f.
Widow O'Donoghue, 50 f.
Catherine Fitzgerald, 80 f.
Demoiselle Taylor, 800 f.
Elizabeth Goold, 160 f.
Robert Barry, Bayeux, 170 L
Elizabeth de Campbell, 800 f.
Demoiselles Withe (2), 60 I
Marcan, Irish, 1001
Demoiselle Cook, 50 f.
Margaret Rawleigh, 500 f.
Christine, Elizabeth, and Margaret
Macarty, 120 f.
Mary Katherine Kinne, 100 f.
Allan O'Cameron, 200 f.
Margaret de Lynch, 200 f.
Ogan, widow of O'Donoghue, 160 f.
Mary Louisa O'Neill, 250 £.
Demoiselle O'Keefe, 100 f.
Mary Mnlledy Negle (tic), 150 I
Demoiselle O'Regan, 60 f.
1
 French National
Demoiselle Forester, 800 f.
Paul Charles Legge, 60 f.
Bernard Wright, 100 f.
Widow O'Donoghue, 60 f.
Mary Ann Aston, 60 f.
Demoiselle Alison, 60 f.
Anne O'Meara, 100 I
James Nicholson, 800 f.
Elizabeth, Catherine, and Mary
Anne de Cusack, 600 t
Elizabeth Ennis, 160 f.
Mary Brady, 100 f.
Elizabeth O'Sullivan, 100 f.
Christine Dillon Hussey, 600 f.
Demoiselle Morris, daughter of
milord Cameron Lochiel, 450 f.
Demoiselle Noretiffe (sic), 75 f.
Anne Mary Catherine Riverston
Dennis, 75 f.
Laurent (sic), 50 f.
Demoiselle Macarty, 100 f.
Hyaointhe Catherine MacSwiney,
160 f.
Louisa Rose Meeres, 200 f.
Thomas O'Connor, 100 f.
Dorcas Randall, 50 f.
Mary Catherine Louisa Reed and
Mary Michelle (Mitchell ?) Reed,
lOOf.
Archives, G 8* 851.
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